Marijuana is the most widely used illicit drug worldwide,1,2 with an estimated 181 million Although almost all secondary schools in the United States and Australia have illicit drug policies, school-to-school variation in policy content exists.25-27 Schools differ in how they develop, communicate, and enforce their policies as well as in policy intent (e.g., goals of abstinence vs harm minimization). In addition, schools vary with respect to their responses to incidents of student drug use, which range from highly punitive approaches such as expulsion and suspension to remedial responses such as coun seling.25-27 Despite calls from leading govern ment agencies for schools to implement evi dence-based, whole-school drug education policies and programs,28,29 empirical evidence of effective policy effects is relatively scarce. 3. Is student marijuana use predicted by the degree to which school illicit drug policy is based on abstinence and harm minimiza tion principles?
M E T H O D S
The data used in this study were collected during the first and second years of the IYDS. 
M easu res
The self-reported measure of student mari juana use was adapted from the Monitoring the W e measured abstinence and harm minimiza tion policies by asking students whether they agreed with the following 2 statements regarding their school: "We are taught to say no to alcohol" (abstinence) and "W e are taught how to use alcohol safely" (harm minimization).
Response options were YES!(A), yes (3), no (2) and NO!(\).
W e calculated a measure of honesty based on student reports of being "not honest at all" when completing the survey, using a fic tional drug, or using illicit drugs more than 120 times in the past 3 0 days.52 Students reported that the most common responses to breaches of illicit drug policy were expulsion for the Victoria students and calling the police for the Washington students. About 40% of students in both states dted suspension as an option. Being counseled by a teacher about the dangers of using marijuana was another common option reported by the Victoria students.
RESULTS
Victoria students were more likely to report low enforcement of school drug and alcohol policy. Similar to school administrator responses to policy orientation, significantly more Washington students reported an abstinence approach, and significantly more Victoria students reported a harm minimization approach.
Results of the random effects regression models used to investigate the predictive associations between school administratorreported policy variables and student mari juana use 1 year later are presented in Table 2 . 
DISCUSSION
This study is one of the first to analyze the longitudinal effects of school illicit drug policy on student marijuana use. Both student and school administrator reports of school policy were investigated and found to be predictive of student marijuana use 1 year later.
The first research question was related to policy enforcement. Enforcement has been identified as a key factor in studies of school tobacco31,35,53-56 and alcohol45 policy, and our findings indicate that it is similarly impor tant as a predictor of student marijuana use. Both school administrator and student reports of low policy enforcement predicted an in crease in the likelihood of later marijuana use.
The second research question concerned the differential impact of school responses to breaches of illicit drug policy. Of particular note is the finding that students who attended schools that reported always or almost always using out-of-school suspensions for illicit drug policy violations were 1.6 times as likely to be marijuana users 1 year later. Accumulating evidence has shown that suspensions are re lated to unintended negative outcomes for the suspended student, such as disengagement from school, delinquency or antisocial behav ior, smoking, and alcohol and drug use,52,57,58 and concerns have been raised as to the value of such practices 59 Our findings also reveal that school use of suspensions is associated with increased risk of marijuana use for the entire student body, not just for those who are suspended.
However, student reports of likely suspen sions for marijuana policy violations, although indicative of elevated risk of marijuana use, were not statistically predictive, suggesting the elevated risk of marijuana use shown in the school-report model may be attributable to other co-occurring school factors. We tested the reverse causality hypothesis, in which schools with greater numbers of marijuana-using students are more likely to use suspensions, in additional analyses controlling for the total number of illicit policy violations in the school in the past year. This alternative hypothesis was not supported because we observed no significant attenuation in the association between school use of suspensions and student marijuana use (data available on request). Student-reported teacher counseling for policy violators predicted an almost 50% re duction in the likelihood of later marijuana use. Some previous studies have found protective effects of student counseling on the risk of student harmful drinking45 and smoking.60 However, school administrators' reports of re ferral to a nurse or counselor were not related to student marijuana use. Whether this was the result of differences in the wording of the measure between the student and school ad ministrator surveys (referral to a teacher vs a nurse or counselor) or whether students' and school administrators' reports are capturing different dimensions of school policy and en forcement is not clear. Similar percentages of schools in Victoria and Washington reported using counseling responses, whereas Victoria students were more likely than Washington students to report teacher counseling. It is also interesting to note that the proportion of schools reporting referring student offenders to a nurse or counselor was about double that of students reporting a teacher counseling re sponse, which might suggest that schools are overreporting their use of counseling remedial approaches. Further longitudinal research on the impacts of various remedial approaches to drug policy violations is warranted.
The reduced likelihood of marijuana use among students reporting punitive penalties, such as calling the police (adjusted OR [AOR] = 0.74; 95% Cl = 0.55, 1.00) and ex pulsion (AOR = 0.88; 95% Cl = 0.65, 1.18) might be indicative of such policies acting as a deterrent. However, we did not specifically measure marijuana use on school grounds, where a deterrent effect would most likely be observed. Punitive penalties might also help schools shape student norms by sending out a strong negative message about illicit drug use. This concept is supported by the finding that student reports of strong school abstinence messages predicted lower marijuana use.
The final research question focused on the relative impact of abstinence-based and harm minimization-based policies on stu dent marijuana use. There is some evidence that student perceptions of abstinence ap proaches are protective against marijuana use (AOR = 0.68; 95% Cl = 0.59, 0.79), al though school reports of abstinence policies are not (AOR= 1.14; 95% Cl = 0.97, 1.34). Harm 
Limitations
This study has a number of limitations. First, the study was observational, not experimental, and so causal effects cannot be firmly estab lished. Second, we did not include a measure of self-reported marijuana use on school grounds, which is where the strongest deterrent effects of policy might be expected. Third, the studentand school administrator-reported policy measures require further validation and opti mization. There were some differences in wording between the student and administrator items, rendering direct comparisons problem atic. In some cases, the policy items specified not marijuana use but rather illicit drug use more broadly. Student assessment of strict policy enforcement, abstinence, and harm minimiza tion were based on responses to tobacco and alcohol policy items. We chose these items to provide more variation because use of these substances is legal at older ages, whereas use of illicit drugs is never legal. However, further improvement in specificity of the items in future research would be beneficial. The use of selfreport data may give rise to response bias and inaccuracies.
This study also has major strengths. It drew on data from large representative samples of sec ondary students in 2 states that differ in their policies regarding substance use, thereby in creasing the variation in the policy variables.
Survey procedures and instruments were matched between the 2 states, and attrition was extremely low. 50 We used reports of school policy from both school administrators and stu dents to overcome some of the limitations asso ciated with using just 1 data source. For example, students' reports might be subject to nonpolicy factors such as stories they have heard, and school reports might be subject to response desirability bias. Finally, the use of longitudinal data and the attempt to control for previous-year marijuana use adds to the rigor of the tests conducted. However, our finding related to the negative impact of school suspensions is of concern and worthy of further research. Rather than rely only on punitive responses, schools may be advised to provide education and counseling to students. ■ Copyright of American Journal of Public Health is the property of American Public Health Association and its content may not be copied or emailed to multiple sites or posted to a listserv without the copyright holder's express written permission. However, users may print, download, or email articles for individual use.
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